
Before the

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington,DC. 20554

In theMatterof )
)

TelephoneNumberPortability ) CC DocketNo. 95-116
)

REPLY COMMENTS OF AT&T CORP.

AT&T Corp. (“AT&T”) submitsthesereply commentsin responseto the

Commission’sFurtherNoticeofProposedRulemakingin CC DocketNo. 95-116

(“Further Notice“).‘ In theFurtherNotice, theCommissionseekscommenton the

porting ofnumbersby wirelesscarriersto wirelinecarrierswhenthe ratecenter

associatedwith thewirelessnumberdiffers from theratecenterin whichthewireline

carrier seeksto servethecustomer(“wireless-to-wirelineporting”), and on the current

four-dayinterval for theportingofnumbersfrom wireline carriersto wirelesscarriers

(“wireline-to-wirelessporting”).2 Thecommentsconfirmthatthereareno network

impedimentsto wireless-to-wirelineporting. Forexample,wireline carriersarecapable

ofservingcustomerswhowish to port in wirelessnumbersfrom remoteratecentersby

offering FX orFX-like servicesor servicearrangements.However,dueto the costsand

I TelephoneNumberPortability, CTJAPetitionsforDeclaratoryRuling on Wireline-
WirelessPortingIssues,CC DocketNo. 95-116,MemorandumOpinionandOrderandFurther
NoticeofProposedRulemaking,FCC 03-284(rel. Nov. 10, 2003),paras.42-44. OnDecember
22, 2003,theCommissionextendedthe time in whichto file commentsandreply commentsto
January20, 2004 andFebruary4, 2004,respectively.TelephoneNumberPortability, CC Docket
No. 95-116,Order, DA 03-4059(rd. December22, 2003).

2 FurtherNotice,paras.49-50.



limitationsofthesearrangements,andthelimited demandforwireless-to-wireline

porting, wireline carriersshouldbeencouragedbut notrequiredto employ such

arrangements.Similarly, theCommissionshouldencouragebutnot requirewireline

carriersto reducethe currentfour-dayporting interval for wireline-to-wirelessports.

Wirelessto WirelinePorting-Rate Center Issue

Therecordin this proceedingmakesclearthattheratecenterissueidentifiedby

the incumbentLECs is not atechnicalimpedimentto theprovisionofwireless-to-

wirelineporting: it is an issueofratingandroutingthatappliesto local servicesin

general.3 TheILECs hadinitially claimedthat theywereprecludedfrom offering

wireless-to-wirelineportingto wirelesssubscriberslocatedoutsideofthewirelinerate

centerassociatedwith theirwirelessnumbers.4Theynowtakethepositionthatcarriers

canmakewireless-to-wirelineportingavailableto customers,althoughnot without

incurringsignificantcostsrelatedto modificationsto networksandoperationalsupport

systems.~

ThecommentsdemonstratethatFX andFX-like servicearrangementsprovidea

technicallyfeasiblemeansofservingcustomerswith numbersportedfrom wireless

carriers. An FX arrangementallows acustomerto be assignedatelephonenumberandto

SeeCommentsof CTIA, at 1-2(“CTIA submitsthereareno technicalimpedimentsto
intermodalporting wherethe ratecenterassociatedwith thewirelessnumberdoesnotmatchthe
ratecenterin whichthewireline carrierseeksto servethecustomer.”);Centennial,at3-4; Nextel,
at2; Sprint,at 11-12;T-Mobile, at4.

FurtherNotice, pam.41.

See,e.g. CommentsofBellSouth,at6-8(portingwill requiretheadditionofcapacityfor
networkelementsthatmaintainWLNP recordsandchangesin OSSratecenterlogic); SBC,at3-
5 (modificationsarerequiredto avoid rejectionofordersinvolving mismatchedtelephone
numbers,to makebilling systemsableto recognizemultiple callingareas,andto permit911
public serviceansweringpoints to handleadditionalnumbers.)
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receivecalls asif he or sheis locatedin agiven exchange,regardlessofthephysical

locationofthecustomer.ThetraditionalFX servicesofferedby theincumbentLECs

involve theprovisionof local dial toneto acustomerfrom aremotelocal switch,

meaningaswitchotherthantheswitch from whichthe customerwould ordinarily receive

local dial tone.6 While FX serviceofferingsmayraiseissuesrelatedto ratingand

routing7,thereis no doubtthat ILECs cananddo offer FX servicesto servecustomers

with numbersportedfrom wirelesscarriers. As Verizonstates,“[t]he FurtherNoticealso

asksfor ‘commenton theextentto whichwireline carrierscanservecustomerswith

numbersportedfrom wirelesscarrierson aForeignExchange(FX) orvirtual FX basis.’

[citationomitted] Verizoncando this, and,in fact, its proceduresareto offer suchan

arrangementto any customerwho wantsto port in an out-of-areaCMRS number.”8

CLECsoffer FX-like provisioningarrangementsthat canbeusedto servenumbersported

from wirelesscarriersaswell. Forexample,AT&T offersFX-like provisioningoptions

wheretheNPA-NXXsassignedto theCLEC residein thesameCLEC switch (wire

6 In the ILECs’ networks,this is accomplishedthroughtheprovisionofremotedial tone - -

dial tonefromtheforeign switch (i.e., in adistantor foreign ratecenter)connectedto thenative
servingwire center(i.e., in thehomeratecenter)via an interofficeprivate line facility. The FX
customerpaystheILEC thecostofthat interofficetransport.

TheILECs offer FX serviceasanexchangeservicein theirlocal exchangeservicetariffs.
Whenan ILEC’s customerdialsanumberassignedto thecustomer’sown legacyratecenter,and
the ILEC routesthatcall to acustomerwho happensto belocatedin adifferent ILEC ratecenter,
the ILECtreatsthis asa local call, andtheILEC enduserthatoriginatedthecallpaystheILEC’s
local chargesfor thatcall. See,e.g. CommentsofBellSouth,at 10-11;Centennial,at 1-2; Nextel,
at7-8.

8 CommentsofVerizon,at 11. SeealsoSprint,at 11-12(“[T]he availabilityofforeign

exchange(“FX”) servicedemonstratesthat thereareno ‘technicalimpediments’that ‘preclude’
LECs from servingwirelesscustomerswith a telephonenumberassociatedwith aratecenter
different fromtheonewherethewirelesscustomerwantsto receiveaLEC service[citation
omitted]. MostLECsoffer FX service,andLECs canservethesewirelesscustomerswith their
existing FX services.”);SBC, at9 (“This solutionhasbeenavailablefor decadesandremains
available.”);CTIA, at2-3.
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center)that servesthecustomer’sphysicallocationatno additionalchargeto the end

user.9

Therecordin thisproceedingshowsthatcustomerdemandfor intermodalporting

in generalhasbeensubstantiallylowerthananticipated,andthedemandfor wireless-to-

wireline portinghasbeenvirtually nonexistent.SincetheCommission’sintermodal

portingruleswent into effect,onepercentor lessofthecustomersseekingintermodal

portinghaverequestedwireless-towireline ports.’°While thetechnicalfeasibility ofFX

servicesandFX-like serviceoptionshasnowbeenestablished,thecommentscontinueto

expressconsiderableconcernwith the other,non-technicallimitationsofFX and FX-like

services. In light oftheseconcerns,the Commissionmustultimatelydecidewhetherto

ordercarriersto providecustomerswith FX orFX-like servicesto facilitatewireless-to-

wirelineporting,orto simply identify FX orFX-like servicesasonepotentialsolution

thatwireline carriersseekingto port-inwirelesscustomersmayimplement.

FX or FX-like servicesmaynot constituteauniversalsolutionfor all customers.

Not all carriersoffer FX orFX-like services.’~In addition,FX orFX-like servicesmay

CommentsofAT&T, at5. The CLEC serviceis notanFX arrangementin thetraditional
sense,becausetheNPA-NXXs assignedto theCLEC residein thesameCLEC switch (wire
center)that servesthecustomer’sphysicallocation. Therefore,CLECs(suchasAT&T) neither
usenorrequireprivateline arrangementssuchasthoseusedby theILECs to connecttwo separate
wire centers,thewire centerservingthecustomerandthewire centerservingtheNPA-NXX.

10 See,e.g. CommentsofVerizon,at 9 (“The demandfor CMRS-to-LECporting hasbeen

very small,roughly onepercentofall intermodalports.”); Sprint,at 11 (“As ofJanuary15, 2004,
thenumberofcustomersseekingto port from Sprint PCSto aLEC hasconstitutedlessthanone
percent(1%) oftheLEC-to-SprintPCSport requests.”);SBC,at6 (“SBC notesthatthevolume
ofwireline-to-wirelessporting is presentlybelowmarketanalysts’expectations.”);BellSouth,at
3-4, 12.

See,e.g. CommentsofSouthDakotaTelecommunicationsAssociation(“SDTA”), at3-4
(“As an initial matterthe Companiesdo notoffer a ‘virtual FX’ serviceandit is not clearwhat
theCommissionbelievessuchaservicewould entail.”)
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beunableto supporttheprovisionof significantcalling features,andmaynot provide

conventionalaccessto E-911 public serviceansweringpoints(“PSAPs”). As BellSouth

states,“[w]ith FX, thePSAPservingthecarrier’sswitch maynot bethesamePSAP

servingthe customer’sphysicallocation. This mismatchmayresultin delayedresponse

time for an emergencycall.”12 SBCandBellSouthfurtherclaim thatFX servicesimpose

unjustifiablyhighcostson carriersand consumers.13While thesearenot technical

impedimentsto wireless-to-wirelineportingassuch,theyraiseissuesofsignificant

concernto carriersandcustomers.

As severalcarrierssuggest,theCommissionshould not rushto judgmentin

decidingtheseissues.14ThepartiesagreethatFX orFX-like servicesare,at best,an

optionfor carrierswishing to portwirelesscustomersto wirelineservices;thereis little,

if any,support in thecommentsforthe impositionof FX or FX-like servicesasa

12 CommentsofBellSouth,at 16. Seealso CommentsofNational EmergencyNumber

Association,at2-3; SBC,at4-6.

13 See,e.g., Commentsof SBC,at9 (“[FX] is, however,avery inefficient solution,asit ties

up aninterofficecircuit on an around-the-clockbasis,regardlessofwhetherthe telephoneline is
actuallyin use(i.e., off hook).”); BellSouth,at 16 (“FX servicedoesnotmitigateoreliminatethe
competitivedisadvantagefacingwireline carriersbecausetheLEC will needto recoveradditional
costsfromthecustomerfor theprovisionofFX service.”)

14 See,e.g., CommentsofBellSouth,at24 (“The Commissionmustgivecarefuland

completeconsiderationto the technological,financialandcompetitiveconsequencesofits
proposals.”);NTCA, at1 (“TheCommissionshouldstay,on its own motion,all ofthewireline-
wirelessporting obligationsuntil theseandotheroutstandingissuesareresolved.”);Qwest,at 1
(“Qwestrecommendsthat theCommissionrefrainfrom playingany furtherrolewith respectto
LNP andratecentermatters,atthis time.”); Sprintat 13 (“Sprint submitsthat, giventheforcesof
competition,theCommissionneednottakeany stepsto facilitateLEC-wirelessporting.”);USTA,
at 5 (“USTA urgestheCommissionto resolveall intercarriercompensationissuesbefore
requiringILECs to acceptnumbersportedfrom outsidetheirratecenters.”)
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provisioningrequirement.’5As Nextelstates(at 6), “[w]hile Nextelrecognizesthatthis

couldbea costlyoption - - due in mostpart to thefactthat eachportednumberwould

needits own dedicatedFX line - - it nonethelessexistsasanoption for ILECsto utilize if

theyso desire.” If theCommissionshoulddecideto placeits imprimaturonFX or FX-

like provisioningasasolutionto wireless-to-wirelineportability issues,theCommission

shouldmakeit clearthat carriersmay,but arenotrequiredto offer wireless-to-wireline

portability throughsucharrangements.

TheCommissionalsoaskswhetherwireline carriersshould seekratedesignand

ratecenterchangesatthestatelevel to addressratingandrouting issues.16Although

certainproviderswould opposevirtually any changein ratecenterparameters,other

partiessuggestthatthetime hascometo reconsidertheratecenterparadigm.’7 As the

NationalEmergencyNumberAssociationmakesclear(at 1), theratecenteris “a

regulatoryartifactthat determinesthepricingof calls.” Thesepartiescorrectlyrecognize

thattheILECs’ ratecenterstructurefails to accommodatethecharacteristicsof emerging

15 See,e.g.,CommentsofBellSouth,at20; SBC,at9-10; SDTA, at 3-4; Sprint,at 11, 13.
CfCTIA at 2-3 (LECscanseekratedesignandratecenterchangesatthestatelevel to resolve
anyconcerns.)

16 Further Notice,pam.44.

17 CommentsofBellSouth,at15 (“[r]ate centerconsolidationhaslimited applicationdueto
statereluctanceto modify the ratingofcallsgiventherevenueimpacton providers,theconfusion
experiencedby customers,andtheE911 implicationsofexpandingratecenterboundaries.”);
Nextel, at7-8(“IndeedILEC ratecentersmostoftendeterminewhich landlinecallsaretreatedas
local versustoll, andthusconsolidationmaydeprivecarriersoftoll revenue,primarily intrastate
toll revenue[citationomitted]. Nonetheless,ratecenterconsolidationis aviableoptionfor
addressingILECs’ concernsaboutwireless-to-wirelineporting.”); Verizon, at9 (“The
Commissionshouldnoteliminatetheratecentersystemjustto facilitateinstancesofnumber
porting forwhich thereis no provendemand.”);SDTA, at4-5; TexasStatewideTelephone
Cooperative,at2.
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services,suchasVoIP, that cannotandshouldnotbetetheredto theratecenterin which

thecustomerresides, As Qweststates,

“VOIP hasthepotentialto fundamentallychangetheoffering of
telecommunicationsservice,includingpastprinciplesguidingnumber
assignmentsandcustomerexpectations[citationomitted]. Any-wherenumbers
for any-whereserviceswill necessarilyrequirecarriersto revisit theviability of
continuingto managenumbersassociatedwith small orgeographically-bound
ratecenters.Continuedpressurewill be felt to enlargecalling andserviceareas.
Carriersundoubtedlywill respondto thesepressuresastheyseekto remain
competitive.”8

In determiningwhethertheratecenterstructureshouldbe redesigned,therelevantpublic

utility commissionsshouldconsiderthedifferencesbetweenthenetwork structuresofthe

ILECs - - who havedevelopeda switchingtopographybaseduponthe locationofthe rate

center- - andtheCLECs andCMRS carriers,who havenot.’9

Wireline-to-Wireless Porting Interval

In CC Docket95-116,theCTIA claimedthattheCommissionshouldimposeon

wireline carriersthetwo andonehalf hourporting intervalproposedby CMRS carriers

for wireless-to-wirelessports.2°TheCommissionhasapprovedthetwo and onehalf hour

porting intervalproposedby the CMRS carriersfor wireless-to-wirelessports, but has

18 CommentsofQwest,at6. Seealso,AT&T, at6.

19 Dueto thecostofinfrastructureandswitching,andthe relatively small sizeoftheir

customerbase,CLECsgenerallyenteramarketwith asingleswitchthat is often locatedin a
metropolitanareathatservesmanywire centersandratecenters.CMRS carriersgenerallyenter
amarketwith asingleswitchservingageographicareadefinedby cellularsitestheyhavebuilt or
leased.

20 SeePetitionfor DeclaratoryRuling oftheCellularTelecommunications& Internet

Association(filed January23, 2003)(“RateCenterPetition“) at7. A wireline-to-wireless
“porting interval” is theamountoftime it takesto completetheprocessofportingatelephone
numberfrom awirelinecarrierto awirelesscarrierwhenacustomerchangesprovidersbut
intendsto keepthesametelephonenumber.The currentwirelineporting intervalpermitsup to
24 hoursfrom receiptofthe local servicerequest(“LSR”) until transmissionofthefirm order
confirmation(“FOC”), andanadditionalthreedaysfor theactivationoftheportednumber. For
simplicity, this is referredto asa“four-day” porting interval.
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declinedto imposethat intervalonwireline-to-wirelessports.2’ SincetheCommission’s

wireless-to-wirelessLNP ruleswent into effect, CMRS carriershavestruggledto meet

thetwo andonehalf hourstandard.As BellSouthstates(at 20),“[d]uring thesefirst few

monthsofWLNP deployment,evenwirelesscarriershavehaddifficulty meetingthe2-

1/2 hourinterval recommendedby thewirelessindustry. Problemshavealsoarisenin

thecontextof intermodalporting. In someinstances,therehasbeensomedifficulty

achievingthe four-dayinterval for intermodalports.”22 As aresultofthesedifficulties,

CTIA (at 3) now characterizesthewirelessindustry’s two andonehalf hourporting

intervalasa“goal” andtakesamorerealisticposition,stating“while CTIA believesit

shouldbepossibleto reducethecurrentwireline portinginterval for intermodalports, the

Commissionshouldawait inputfrom theNorthAmericanNumberingCouncil andpermit

furthercommentonthis subject.”23

Thewireline carrierscite acombinationoffactorsthathaveintroducedsignificant

difficulties into theprocessofimplementingevensimple intermodalports.24 BellSouth,

21 TelephoneNumberPortability-CarrierRequestsfor Clar~/lcationofWireless-Wireless

PortingIssues,CC DocketNo. 95-116,MemorandumOpinionandOrder,FCC 03-237 (rel.
October7, 2003)pam.26;Further Notice,pam.38.

22 See,e.g., PressRelease,“New JerseyRatepayerAdvocateWarnsofPortability

Problems”(“While wirelesscarriersinitially projectedtheywould needonly 2 ‘/2 hoursto

completeaport, the averagetime lagduringthe first six weekshasbeenmorelike 2 1/2 days.”).
23 CommentsofCTIA, at 1-2.

24 “Simpleports”aredefinedasthoseports thatdo not involve unbundlednetwork

elements,involve anaccountfor asingle line (portinga singleline from amulti-line accountis
notasimpleport), do not includecomplexswitchtransactions(e.g.,CentrexorPlexar,ISDN,
AIN services,remotecall forwarding,multiple servicesontheloop), mayincludeCLASS
featuressuchasCaller ID, anddo not includeareseller. All otherportsarecomplex. SeeNorth
AmericanNumberingCouncilLocalNumberPortabilityAdministrationWorkingGroup, Third
Reporton Wireline-WirelessIntegration(“NANC Third WirelessIntegrationReport”), at6;
FurtherNotice,pam.45 and th. 112.
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for example,hasexperienced“inadvertentports” andotherdifficulties attributedto

carriersthat commencetheportingprocessprior to receivinga firm orderconfirmation,

communicationsbreakdownsbetweenwirelesscarriersandthird partyvendors,andthe

inability ofsomevendorsto interfacewith theretail side ofBellSouth’s operations.25

Qwestshowsthat it mustcurrentlyprocessover 65,000wirelineportspermonth,and

claimsthat areductionin the interval could“compromisetheability ofawireline carrier

to verify theaccuracyoftelephonenumbersto be portedandto completetheportwithin

thecustomerexpectedtimeframe.”26 SBC arguesthat an unwarrantedreductionin the

porting intervalwould improperlyexposeSBCandotherincumbentLECs to potential

finesfor failing to meetperformancestandardsgoverningthespeedandaccuracyofLNP

provisioning.27TheTexasStatewideTelephoneCooperativestatesthat it cannotreduce

theporting interval in any eventbecauseits membercompaniesrely onmanual

processinganddo not havestaffon call 24 hoursper day.28 Verizonshowsthat changing

intervalswould requirechangesin processesthatmustbecompletedduringthefirst 24

hours,an intervalthatis met only underideal conditions.29 Wirelinecarriersare

thereforereluctantto seeintermodalportingmadeevenmoredifficult by aregulatory

mandateorderingareductionin theporting interval.

25 CommentsofBellSouth,at21-22.

26 CommentsofQwest,at 10-11.

27 CommentsofSBC,at 13.

28 CommentsofTexasStatewideTelephoneCooperative,at2-3.

29 CommentsofVerizon, at 13 citingNANCThird WirelessIntegrationReport,at 10.
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Thecommentsoverwhelminglyconfirm thatnow is not thetime forthe

Commissionto reducetheporting interval.30 Thereis no evidencethatwireline

customerswill declineto port to wirelesscarriers,andthusno currentneedto reducethe

porting interval.3’ Thecommentsgenerallyagreethatthe Commissionshouldpermitthe

NANC andthe industryto addressthe difficulties experiencedby eachtypeofcarrier

beforeit determinestheappropriateinterval for intermodalporting.32 As SBCstates(at

14), “[g]iven thediversityofcarriercapabilities,thecomplexityofthe portingprocess,

andtheimportanceof accuratelyupdatingcall-relateddatabases,reducingtheporting

30 See,e.g.,CommentsofAT&T, at 7-10;BellSouth,at22-24;Qwest,at 8-11; SBC,at 12-
13; SDTA, at6-8; TexasStatewideTelephoneCooperative,at2-3; USTA, at 5-6; Verizon,at 12-
17. T-Mobile (at5-6) standsalonein urgingtheCommissionto establishatwo-dayporting
intervalfor simpleintermodalports,citing proposalsthattheNANCWorking Grouphas
outlined,but thattheFCC hasneitherexaminednoraccepted.SeeNorthAmericanNumbering
Council, LocalNumberPortabilityAdministrationWorking Group,Third Reporton Wireless
Wireline Integration,Section3.1 (September30, 2000).

31 CommentsofBellSouth,at23 (“[T]here is no evidenceto datethatthe four-dayporting
interval is hinderingintermodalporting.”); Qwest,at 1 1(”SinceLNP began,wireline carriers
havebeenportingnumbersutilizing afour-day intervalfor simple ports. Priorto wirelessLNP,
this wasthesettledcustomerexpectation.During theseyears,therehasbeenno customeroutcry
thattheporting intervalwasunreasonableorunmanageable.”);SBC,at 13 (“In theLNPOrder&
Notice,theCommissionspeculatesthat ‘[r]educingtheporting intervalcouldbenefitconsumers
by makingit quickerfor consumersto port theirnumbers.’[citation omitted] Quicker,however,
is notalwaysbetter. In thelong run, consumersarebetterservedby guaranteeingthatnumber
porting is accurateandwell coordinated.”);USTA, at6 (“NeitherCTIA northeFCC hasshown
thattheportinginterval is a factorasto whetheracustomerswitchesserviceproviders. USTA
believesthatit is moreimportantthat thenumberbeportedcorrectlyto thecustomer.”);Verizon,
at 12 (“Wireline customershavenotbeenreluctantto changecarriersor to portbecauseofthe
time it takesfor aportto complete. In fact, morethan25 million telephonenumberswereported
nationwideoverthepastthree-yearperiod.”)

32 See,e.g., CommentsofQwest,at fn. 20 (“[W]hile thevariousNANC WirelineWireless

IntegrationReportsdo afair job ofidentifying systemsthatwould beimpactedby shortening
currentwirelineportingintervals (primarilyorderingandprovisioningsystems)theReportsoffer
little substantiveguidanceregardinghowthesystemissuesidentifiedshouldbe resolved.”);SBC,
at12-13(“SBC is confidentthat aNANC-mediatedindustryconsensuscanbe reachedto refine
theportingprocessandultimatelyreducetheporting interval.”); Sprint,at8-9 (the Commission
shouldgiveNANC until June1, 2004to developnewportprovisioningintervalrequirements.);
Cf Nextel,at4 (“Now thattheCommissionhasclarifiedin theIntermodalPortingOrderthat its
rules requirefull intermodalportability, NANC is in apositionto maketechnical
recommendationsto theFCC regardingthebestmeansfor achievingit.”)
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intervalwithout industryconsensuswould endangertheaccuracyofnumberportingand

imposeunnecessarycostson somecarriers.” OncetheNANC issuesits

recommendations,thepartiesshouldhavean opportunityto submitfurthercommenton

theNANC proposalsbeforethe Commissionrules. In the interim, wireline carriers

shouldbeencouragedbut not requiredto reducetheirportingintervals.
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CONCLUSION

Customerdemandfor intermodalportinghasbeensignificantly lower than

anticipated,andthedemandfor wireless-to-wirelineportingin particularhasbeen

virtually nonexistent.Wirelinecarriersarecapableofservingcustomerswho wish to

port in wirelessnumbersfrom remoteratecentersby offering FX orFX-like services.

Dueto the costsandlimitationsoftheseservices,andthe limited demandfor wireless-to

-wireline porting,however,wirelinecarriersshouldbe encouragedbutnot requiredto

port in wirelessnumbersusingFX orFX-like arrangements.Similarly, theCommission

shouldencouragebut not requirewirelinecarriersto reducethecurrentfour-dayporting

intervalwhile permittingtheNANC to completeits examinationofthe issue.

Respectfullysubmitted,

AT&T CORP.

By /s/RichardA. Rocchini

LawrenceJ. Lafaro
StephenC. Garavito
RichardA. Rocchini

Its Attorneys

OneAT&T Way
Room3A227
Bedminster,NJ 07921
(908) 532-1843

Dated: February4, 2004
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